shows the code predictions for the RE-1000 at its design operating conditions.
The engine power and gross engine thermal efficiency were two of the six performance parameters for which the codes were calibrated. Note that HFAST does not directly calculate engine power. To be consistent with GLIMPS, the piston gas spring hysteresis loss (not shown separately in the Tables) was subtracted from the piston PV power to obtain the HFAST engine power. Table 3 , are: 1) viscous dissipation loss, 2) gas-to-wall heat transfer in phase with the temperature difference between the mean gas and wall temperatures, 3) gas-to-wall heat transfer leading the temperature difference, 4) gas axial conduction, 5) gas mixing loss, and 6) parasitic heat loss.
In general, heat transfer is out of phase with the meangas-to-wall temperature difference in Stirling cycle machines.
The gas-to-wall heat transfer in phase with temperature difference shown in In both uncalibrated and calibrated comparisons, GLIMPS predicted lower viscous dissipation and parasitic heat losses but much higher gas-to-wall heat transfer and gas conduction losses. Again, the high GLIMPS gas-to-wall heat transfer losses are due to much higher cylinder heat transfer. GLIMPS predicts higher gas-to-wall heat transfer in phase with temperature difference primarily due to larger cylinder heat transfer. GLIMPS also predicts higher gas conduction due to its enhanced conductivity model. These losses influence the predicted engine pressure waves.
COMPARISON OF POWER AND EFFICIENCY

Comparisons
Current plans are to continue the validation of GLIMPS and HFAST for the RE-1000 with various working fluids.
Predictions will be generated for a kinematic Stirling engine and compared with experimental data. Results of this work will be described in a future NASA technical memorandum.
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